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Yi does not disclose at least "dividing the encapsulated content into a plurality of pieces 
... at least some of the low level data units each containing a plurality of the pieces," as recited 
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pieces. In this case the payload unit and MAC header." 
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^ ■> it is at ua* sonn t v o ^ v * 1 1 is , „om\«r i 

i\ > -> ! >. 1 i l ^ l'Po 

unit and not the MAC header corresponds to a piece produced "'by segmenting and/or 
<. ! i i lamjris u v i ei u a 1 m ok 

does not correspond to one of the claimed pieces. Thus, the PDU units do not correspond to low 
\v , t , an, v _ - , ae< >n . a r n \w ot f e pvee^ 

Applicant respectfully points out that a proper anticipation rejection 'teqttlres the 
presence in a single prim art disclosure of all elements of a claimed invention arranged as in the 
claim." Commit v. Sears. Roebuck <& Co., 220 U.S-P.Q- 193, 198 {Fed. Cir. 1983). Thus, it is 
iniprones to base an i ntic pat < c rejt ction on the subject matter iden tfied b> the I xaroiner since 
it does not disclose ail claimed elements arranged as in the claim. 

Applicant submits that the Examiner has not provided a valid factual basis for asserting 
that Yi explicitly or inherently discloses all claim limitations arranged as m the claim, and tints 
has failed to -..^aha-ds a pruna >«cie 35 U.S.C. 102(b) rejection of claim 1. 
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pieces, with at least some of the low level data units each containing a plurality of the pieces," as 
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some of the low level data units each contain a plurality of the pieces into which the 
encapsulated content was divided. 
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The Examiner identifies the same portions of Yi cited in the rejection of claim ! as 
allegedly disclosing me subject matter of claim 57. For similar reasons as discussed above with 
respect to claim 1, the PDU units do not correspond to low level data units thai each contain a 
plurality of the pieces that include sub-blocks into which the encapsulated content was divided. 
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Examiner since it does not disclose ail claimed elements arranged as in the claim. 

Applicant submits thai the Examiner has not provided a valid factual basis for asserting 
that Yi explicitly or inherently discloses all claim limitations arranged as in the claim, and thus 
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